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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Request for Continued 
Examination, filed 22 May 2006, to the original application, filed 31 August 2001. 

2. Claims 1-9, 11, 14-15, 26, 38-39, 42, 51, and 53 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729). 

3. The rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) has been withdrawn, however, a new grounds of 
rejection has been added under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 10, 16-17, 41, and 52 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 
2002/0091679 A1). 

5. Claims 18-20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 
A1), and Carro (U.S. Publicafion 2001/0056439 A1). 
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6. Claims 22-23 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 
A1), Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1), and Ingram (U.S. Publication 
2002/0052890 A1). 

7. Claim 21 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in viev^^ of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091 679 A1 ), 
Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1) and Sundaresan (U.S. Patent 6,651,058 B1). 

8. Claims 13, 24, 43, and 54 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Carro (U.S. Publication 
2001/0056439 A1). 

9. Claim 25 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1) and 
Ingram (U.S. Publication 2002/0052890 A1 ). 

10. Claims 27, 31-33, 36-37, 45, and 48-50 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Ingram (U.S. 
Publication 2002/0052890 A1 ). 
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11. Claims 28, 44, and 55 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Bays (U.S. Publication 
2003/0018632 A1). 

12. Claims 30, 34-35, 46-47, and 56 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Bays (U.S. 
Publication 2003/0018632 A1) and Ingram (U.S. Publication 2002/0052890 A1). 

1 3. Claims 1 -39 and 41-56 are pending. Claim 40 has been cancelled. Claims 1 , 
39, and 51 are independent claims. 



Response to Arguments 



1 4. Applicant's arguments filed 22 May 2006 with respect to claims 1-11,1 3-28, 29- 
39, and 41-56 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

With respect to independent claims 1, 39, and 51 , and dependent claim 5, 
Applicant argues on Page 1 3 of the Instant Amendment that Reber fails to teach an 
annotation. The Office respectfully disagrees. Reber teaches the use of a substrate 
supporting areas that allow a user to provide an indication of his or her selection of a 
particular hyperlink (See Reber, Column 5, lines 38-49. Reber further teaches that the 
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user tags a portion of the substrate by making a "mark", such as by filling in a portion of 
the substrate using a pen of a pencil (See Reber, Column 5, lines 44-49). These marks 
indicate that the user has requested to browse a particular resource associated with the 
portion of the substrate where the user has made his or her mark onto the substrate 
(See Reber, Column 7, lines 4-17). The Instant Specification refers to annotations as 
freeform markings, or marks on or near hypertext link anchors (See Instant 
Specification, Page 5, paragraph 0004). The Office maintains that the freeform marking 
of a substrate by a user to indicate the selection of a hypertext link to which the user 
would like to navigate equates to the Applicant's detected marks on or near hypertext 
link anchors. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to equate the markings on the substrate indicating a hyperlink selection of 
Reber to the annotated anchor of the Instant Invention. The motivation for doing so, as 
stated in the Final Office Action filed 21 February 2006 and supported by the Reber 
disclosure, would have been to allow a user to select the resource on a document, such 
as a URL, by making a mark within a designated boundary in close proximity to the 
resource (See Reber, Column 9, lines 36-52). 

With respect to dependent claim 3, Applicant argues on Page 14 of the Instant 
Amendment that Reber fails to teach an implicit anchor. The Office respectfully 
disagrees. Reber teaches an implicit link represented by a bar code to allow a user to 
navigate to a resource (See Reber, Column 4, lines 44-53). 

With respect to dependent claim 1 1 , Applicant argues on Page 15 of the Instant 
Amendment that Reber fails to teach that the format includes displaying the annotated 
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anchors according to annotated anchor metadata. The Office respectfully disagrees. 
Reber teaches textual information corresponding to the tagged resources (See Reber, 
Column 1 1 , lines 62-67). The Instant Specification states that metadata may include 
information pertaining to the annotated anchor, such as the link it represents or any 
other desired organizational technique (See Instant Specification, Pages 16-17, 
paragraph 0063). The Office maintains that the textual information corresponding to the 
tagged resources of Reber provides information pertaining to the link represented by the 
annotation anchor and therefore equates to metadata used to display the annotated 
anchors. 

With respect to dependent claims 14 and 42, Applicant argues on Page 16 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber fails to teach that the format includes displaying the 
annotated anchors according to target [meta]data. The Office respectfully disagrees. 
Reber teaches displaying the annotated anchors according to the textual information, 
such as the name of the link, corresponding to the annotated anchor (See Reber, Figure 
6, and Column 11, lines 62-67). 

With respect to dependent claims 15 and 53, Applicant argues on Page 16 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber fails to teach that the target is a second document. The 
Office respectfully disagrees. Reber teaches that the target is another Web site, such 
as the Motorola website (See Reber, Column 12, lines 9-17). 

With respect to dependent claim 38, Applicant argues on Page 16 of the Instant 
Amendment that Reber fails to teach displaying the annotated anchor. The Office 
respectfully disagrees. Reber teaches displaying the annotated anchors according to 
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the textual information, such as the name of the link, corresponding to the annotated 
anchor (See Reber, Figure 6, and Column 1 1 , lines 62-67). 

With respect to dependent claims 10, 41, and 52, Applicant argues on Page 17 of 
the Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Wright fails to teach annotated 
an anchor. The Office respectfully disagrees and maintains that Reber teaches this 
limitation as discussed above. 

With respect to dependent claims 22 and 23, Applicant argues on Page 18 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Wright, Carro and Ingram ails to 
teach representing a link to at least one target and where the format includes displaying 
the annotated anchors according to the target metadata. The Office respectfully 
disagrees. Ingram teaches representing a link to at least one target (See Ingram, Page 
2, paragraphs 0039-0040). Wright further teaches that the format includes displaying 
an annotated anchor according to target metadata, such as annotation attributes (See 
Wright, Abstract, and Page 1, paragraph 0010). 

With respect to dependent claims 22 and 23, Applicant argues on Page 18 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Wright, Carro and Ingram fails to 
teach a data structure or format for displaying annotated anchors. The Office 
respectfully disagrees. Reber teaches a storage device for storing annotated anchors 
(See Reber, Figure 3, element 150, and Column 8, lines 24-32). 

With respect to dependent claim 13, Applicant argues on Page 19 of the Instant 
Amendment that Reber in combination with Carro fails to teach a number of marks 
associated with a target. The Office respectfully disagrees. Reber further teaches that 
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the user tags a portion of the substrate by making a "mark", such as by filling in a 
portion of the substrate using a pen of a pencil (See Reber, Column 5, lines 44-49). 
These marks indicate that the user has requested to browse a particular resource 
associated with the portion of the substrate where the user has made his or her mark 
onto the substrate (See Reber, Column 7, lines 4-17). In addition, Carro teaches a 
number of marks associated with a target, such as a mark indicating the selection of 
desired information or services (See Carro, Page 4, paragraph 0055). 

With respect to dependent claims 24, 43, and 54, Applicant argues on Page 19 of 
the Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Carro fails to teach determining 
whether the second document is stored in the system and obtaining the second 
document if it is not already stored. The Office respectfully disagrees. Carro teaches 
determining if a document is stored in the system by determining if it exists in a 
hyperlink table (See Carro, Page 6, paragraph 0080). Carro further teaches obtaining 
the document if it is not in the table (See Carro, Page 5, paragraph 0071). 

With respect to dependent claim 25, Applicant argues on Page 19-20 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Carro and Ingram fails to teach 
including a reference to the first and second targets in the second document, and that a 
hyperlink or anchor is within the second document. The Office respectfully disagrees. 
Ingram teaches including a reference to targets in subsequent documents (See Ingram, 
Page 3, paragraph 0041 ) and that a hyperlink or anchor is located within a second 
document (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 
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With respect to dependent claims 31-33 and 45, Applicant argues on Page 20 of 
the Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Ingram fails to teach 
suppressing a display of a second anchor by taking a snapshot of the anchor, or 
hyperlink, and including the anchor or hyperlink reference on a taskbar. The Office 
respectfully disagrees. Ingram teaches suppressing the display of a hyperlink by 
referencing the hyperlink on a taskbar (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039-0040). 

With respect to dependent claims 36 and 48, Applicant argues on Page 21 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Ingram fails to teach identifying, in 
the hypertext structure, a node representing the target and suppressing a display of the 
node, allowing the reader to see only an item listed in the taskbar. The Office 
respectfully disagrees. Ingram teaches allowing the reader to see only the item, or 
hyperlink representation, listed in a taskbar (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

With respect to dependent claim 37 and 49, Applicant argues on Page 21 of the 
Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Ingram fails to teach that the code 
includes identifying, in the hypertext structure, an object representing the link and 
suppressing a display of the object. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ingram teaches 
suppressing the display of a hyperlink by referencing the hyperlink on a taskbar and 
suppressing the display of the hyperlink object by minimizing the taskbar (See Ingram, 
Page 2, paragraph 0039-0040). 

With respect to dependent claim 50, Applicant argues on Page 22 of the Instant 
Amendment that Reber in combination with Ingram fails to teach that the annotated 
anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the code includes displaying the 
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annotated anchor and the target. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ingram discloses 
that the annotated anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the code 
includes displaying the annotated anchor and the target. (See Ingram, Page 3, 
paragraph 0047). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the simultaneous display of the anchor and the target 
of Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide for the user an easy one click method for returning to the page of 
origin (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0050). 

With respect to dependent claims 28, 44, and 55, Applicant argues on Page 22 of 
the Instant Amendment that Reber in combination with Bays fails to teach that 
annotations may be written to other data items. The Office respectfully disagrees. Bays 
discloses that annotations may be written to other data items. (See Bays, Page 6, 
paragraph 0081). Reber and Bays are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the propagation of 
annotations of Bays to the annotated anchor representing a second target of Reber. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to associate similar items by propagating 
the annotations to these related items. (See Bays, Page 2, paragraph 0017). 

Applicant's arguments, see Request for Continued Examination, filed 22 May 
2006, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 12 and 29 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
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However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 5. Claims 1-9,11,1 4-1 5, 26, 38-39, 42, 51 , and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729). 

As per independent claims 1, 39, and 51, and dependent claim 5, Reber 

discloses a system and method for detecting an indication in a document or documents 

stored in a processor-readable storage medium (See Reber, Column 8, lines 24-32) 

including code for locating an indication in the document (See Reber, Column 9, lines 

35-38), code for detecting, close to or within the indication, an anchor (See Reber, 

Column 9, lines 39-46), where the processor-readable storage medium communicates 

the first code and the second code to a processor to detect the indicated anchor in the 

document (See Reber, Column 9, lines 39-46) and to perform at least one process on 

the indicated anchor, such as storing a portion of the information (See Reber, Column 9, 

lines 53-55). While Reber does not disclose expressly an annotation to the document, it 

would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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conclude that the indication, or mark, of Reber is equivalent to the annotation of the 
Instant Invention. The motivation for such a conclusion would have been to allow the 
user of the Reber system to select the resources on a document, such as URLs, by 
making a mark within a designated boundary in close proximity to the resource (See 
Reber, Column 9, lines 36-52). 

As per dependent claim 2, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the detecting code detects an anchor that 
represents an explicit link to at least one other location (See Reber, Column 4, lines 25- 
27). 

As per dependent claim 3, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above, Reber also discloses that the detecting code detects an anchor that 
represents an implicit link to at least one other location (See Reber, Column 4, lines 44- 
53). 

As per dependent claim 4, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Reber also discloses a data structure referencing the annotated 
anchor (See Reber, Column 8, lines 24-27), 

As per dependent claim 6, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 5 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the processing code includes generating a 
data structure including the annotated anchor (See Reber, Column 9, lines 64-67, and 
Column 10, lines 1-8). 
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As per dependent claim 7, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 6 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the data structure includes a number of 
annotated anchors (See Reber, Column 10, lines 19-32). 

As per dependent claim 8, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 7 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the number of annotated anchors are 
obtained from at least one document (See Reber, Column 9, lines 35-38). 

As per dependent claim 9, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 7 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the number of annotated anchors in the 
data structure are displayed in a format (See Reber, Figure 6, and Column 1 1 , lines 62- 
67). 

As per dependent claim 11, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the format includes displaying the 
annotated anchors according to annotated anchor metadata (See Reber, Column 1 1 , 
lines 62-67). 

As per dependent claims 14 and 42, Reber discloses the limitations of claims 9 
and 39 as described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated anchors each 
represent a link to at least one target (See Reber, Column 4, lines 14-22), where the 
format includes displaying the annotated anchors according to target data (See Reber, 
Figure 6, and Column 1 1 , lines 62-67). 

As per dependent claims 15 and 53, Reber discloses the limitations of claims 
14 and 51 as described above. Reber also discloses that the target is a second 
document (See Reber, Column 12, lines 9-17). 
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As per dependent claim 26, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 5 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated anchor represents a link to at 
least a second document (See Reber, Column 4, lines 15-22, and Figure 2), where the 
processing code includes obtaining the second document (See Reber, Column 12, lines 
18-23). 

As per dependent claim 38, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 5 as 
described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated anchor represents a link to at 
least one target (See Reber, Column 4, lines 14-22), where the processing code 
includes displaying the annotated anchor and the target (See Reber, Column 12, lines 
9-23). 

16. Claims 10, 16-17, 41, and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) as applied to claims 9, 39, and 51 
above, and further in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 A1). 

As per dependent claims 10, 41, and 52, Reber discloses the limitations of 
claims 9, 39, and 51 as described above. Reber does not disclose expressly displaying 
the annotated anchors according to annotation metadata. Wright discloses displaying 
anchors according to metadata or attributes, such as color, size or shape. (See Wright, 
Abstract, and Page 1 , paragraph 1 0). Reber and Wright are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a user in accessing, displaying 
and organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
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to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the formatted display of Wright with the 
system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a 
user to effectively and quickly pick out information or items of interest (See Wright, Page 
1 , paragraph 0006). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Wright with 
Reber for the benefit of allowing a user to effectively and quickly pick out information or 
items of interest to obtain the invention as specified in claims 10, 41 , and 52. 

As per dependent claims 16 and 17, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 5 
as described above. Reber does not disclose expressly adding the annotated anchor to 
a data structure based on at least one attribute value. Wright discloses code which 
includes adding anchors or hyperlinks to a data structure based on at least one 
attribute, and that the data structure has a number of hyperlinks that have at least one 
attribute value. (See Wright, Abstract). Reber and Wright are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying 
and organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the data organization by attribute of 
Wright with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow a user to effectively and quickly pick out information or items of interest 
(See Wright, Page 1, paragraph 0006). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Wright with Reber for the benefit of allowing a user to effectively and quickly 
pick out information or items of interest to obtain the invention as specified in claims 16 
and 17. 
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17. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 A1), as 
applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 
A1). 

As per dependent claims 18-20, Reber and Wright disclose the limitations of 
claim 17 as described above. Reber and Wright do not disclose expressly that the 
annotated anchors have at least one attribute value. Carro discloses including the 
position of the marked or annotated item (See Carro, Page 4, paragraph 0055). Wright 
also discloses that the format includes displaying the annotated anchors or hyperlinks 
according to the annotation metadata or attributes. (See Wright, Abstract, and Page 1 , 
paragraph 0010). Reber, Wright and Carro are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing 
electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the position attribute of Carro with the system and 
method of Reber and Wright. The motivation for doing so would have been to identify 
the information and/or service associated with the position of the selected marked item 
(See Carro, Page 4, paragraph 0055). At the time of the invention it would also have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the data organization by 
attribute of Wright with the system and method of Reber and Wright. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow a user to effectively and quickly pick out information 
or items of interest (See Wright, Page 1 , paragraph 0006). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to combine Wright and Carro with Reber and Wright for the benefit of 
identifying the information and/or service associated with the position of the selected 
marked item and allowing a user to effectively and quickly pick out information or items 
of interest to obtain the invention as specified in claims 18-20. 



18. Claims 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 A1) 
and Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1), as applied to claim 19 above, and 
further in view of Ingram (U.S. Publication 2002/0052890 A1). 

As per dependent claims 22-23, Reber, Wright and Carro disclose the 
limitations of claim 19 as described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated 
anchors, which have at least one attribute value each, represent a link to at least one 
target (See Reber, Column 4, lines 14-22). Reber, Wright and Carro do not disclose 
expressly that the format includes displaying the annotated anchors that have at least 
one attribute value according to target metadata. Ingram discloses that the annotated 
anchors of Reber, Carro and Wright as described above each represent a link to at least 
one target and where the format includes displaying the annotated anchors according to 
the target metadata. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraphs 0039-0040). Reber, Carro, 
Wright and Ingram are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
of assisting a user in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
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include the displaying of annotated anchors according to target metadata of Ingram with 
the system and method of Reber, Carro and Wright. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to enable users to activate the hyperlink at any time (See Ingram, Page 2, 
paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ingram with 
Reber, Carro and Wright for the benefit of enabling users to activate the hyperlink at any 
time to obtain the invention as specified in claim 22. 



19. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber 
(U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Wright (U.S. Publication 2002/0091679 A1) and 
Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1 ) as applied to claim 19 above, and further in 
view of Sundaresan (U.S. Patent 6,651 ,058 B1 ). 

As per dependent claim 21, Reber, Carro and Wright disclose the limitations of 
claim 19 as described above. Reber, Carro and Wright do not disclose expressly that 
the format includes displaying the annotated anchors, which have at least one attribute 
value according to annotated anchor metadata. Sundaresan discloses associating 
hyperlinks according to their metadata. (See Sundaresan, Column 8, lines 63-67, and 
Column 9, lines 1-8). Once hyperlinks are associated by their metadata, it would be 
inherently obvious to display the hyperlinks using this associated format. Reber, Carro, 
Wright and Sundaresan are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
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the art to include the metadata association of Sundaresan with the system and method 
of Reber, Carro and Wright. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide 
the user with access to information which is related by relevance to a particular topic or 
set of attributes as is contained within a document's metadata and to reduce the 
number of reoccurring documents. (See Sundaresan, Column 3, lines 37-41). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Sundaresan with Reber, Carro and 
Wright for the benefit of improved data organization to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 21. 



20. Claims 13, 24, 43, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) as applied to claims 5, 39, and 51 
above, and further in view of Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 A1). 

As per dependent claim 13, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 1 1 as 
described above. Reber does not disclose expressly a number of annotated anchors 
representing a target. Carro discloses a number of marks associated with a target (See 
Carro, Page 4, paragraph 0055). Reber and Carro are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and 
organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the number of marks associated with a target 
of Carro with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow a user to indicate the position of multiple links within a hyperlink table by 
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selecting marks located within a defined boundary (See Carro, Page 4, paragraph 
0055). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Carro with Reber for the 
benefit of allowing a user to indicate the position of multiple links within a hyperlink table 
by selecting marks located within a defined boundary to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 13, 

As per dependent claims 24, 43 and 54, Reber discloses the limitations of 
claims 39 and 51 as described above. Reber also discloses that at least one of the 
annotated anchors represent a link to a second document (See Reber, Column 4, lines 
1 5-22, and Figure 2). Reber does not disclose expressly determining whether the 
second document is stored in the system. Carro discloses determining whether the 
second document is stored in the system (See Carro, Page 6, paragraph 0080) and 
obtaining the second document if it is not already stored (See Carro, Page 5, paragraph 
0071 ). Reber and Carro are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the determination as to whether the second document is stored in the 
system of Carro with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow a user to access an existing document as referenced within 
the hyperlink table (See Carro, Page 6, paragraph 0080-0081). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Carro with Reber for the benefit of allowing a user to 
access an existing document as referenced within the hyperlink table to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 24, 43 and 54. 
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21 . Claims 12 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Carro (U.S. Publication 2001/0056439 
A1) as applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of Ingram (U.S. Publication 
2002/0052890 A1). 

As per dependent claims 12 and 25, Reber and Carro disclose the limitations 
of claim 24 as described above. Reber also discloses that the document contains a 
second annotated anchor representing a link to at least a second target (See Reber, 
Column 10, liens 19-32). Reber and Carro do not disclose expressly locating at least a 
second document that includes a reference to the first and second targets in the second 
document. Ingram discloses including a reference to the first and second targets in 
subsequent documents (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041 ). Ingram discloses that 
the hyperlink, or anchor, is within a second document (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 
0040). Reber, Carro and Ingram are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic 
data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the reference to the first and second targets within subsequent 
documents of Ingram with the system and method of Reber and Carro. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to enable the user to return to the page of origination 
(See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
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combine Ingram with Reber and Carro for the benefit of enabling the user to return to 
the page of origination to obtain the invention as specified in claim 25. 



22. Claims 27, 31-33, 36-37, 45, and 48-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) as applied to claims 26, 5, and 
39 above, and further in view of Ingram (U.S. Publication 2002/0052890 A1 ). 

As per dependent claim 27, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 26 as 
described above. Reber does not disclose expressly obtaining the second document 
prior to a reader requesting the second document. Ingram discloses obtaining 
documents prior to a user's request for the documents and enabling access to the 
documents by adding items representing the documents to a taskbar (See Ingram, 
Page 2, paragraph 0040). Reber and Ingram are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing 
electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the obtaining documents prior to a user's request for 
the documents of Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to enable users to view the page referenced by the hyperlink 
at any given time (See Ingram, Pages 2-3, paragraph 0040). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Ingram with Reber for the benefit of enabling users to view the 
page referenced by the hyperlink at any given time to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 27. 
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As per dependent claims 31 and 45, Reber discloses the limitations of claims 5 
and 39 as described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated anchor represents 
a link to at least one target (See Reber, Column 4, lines 14-22). Reber does not 
disclose expressly suppressing a display of the second anchor. Ingram discloses 
suppressing a display of a second anchor by taking a snapshot of the anchor, or 
hyperlink, and including the anchor or hyperlink reference on a taskbar (See Ingram, 
Page 2, paragraph 0039). Reber and Ingram are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing 
electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the suppression of the display of the second anchor of 
Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to take full advantage of the viewable area on the display (See Ingram, Page 2, 
paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ingram with Reber 
for the benefit of taking full advantage of the viewable area on the display to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 31 and 45. 

As per dependent claim 32, Reber and Ingram disclose the limitations of claim 
31 as described above. Reber also discloses that the second anchor is within the 
document (See Reber, Figure 1 , elements 32 and 34, and Column 5, lines 50-54). 

As per dependent claim 33, Reber and Ingram disclose the limitations of claim 
31 as described above. Reber also discloses that the document contains a second 
annotated anchor representing a link to at least a second target (See Reber, Column 4, 
lines 14-22). Reber does not disclose expressly locating at least a second document 
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that includes a reference to the first and second targets in the second document. 
Ingram discloses including a reference to the first and second targets in subsequent 
documents (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041). Ingram discloses that the hyperlink, 
or anchor, is within a second document (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). Reber 
and Ingram are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the reference to the first and second targets within subsequent documents of 
Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to enable the user to return to the page of origination (See Ingram, Page 3. 
paragraph 0041). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ingram with Reber 
for the benefit of enabling the user to return to the page of origination to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 33. 

As per dependent claims 36 and 48, Reber discloses the limitations of claims 5 
and 39 as described above. Reber does not disclose expressly identifying a node 
representing the target and suppressing a display of the node. Ingram discloses 
identifying, in the hypertext structure, a node representing the target and suppressing a 
display of the node, allowing the reader to see only an item listed in the taskbar. (See 
Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). Reber and Ingram are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and 
organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the suppression of the display of a node of 
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Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to take full advantage of the viewable area on the display (See Ingram, Page 2, 
paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ingram with Reber 
for the benefit of taking full advantage of the viewable area on the display to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 36 and 48. 

As per dependent claims 37 and 49, Reber and Ingram disclose the limitations 
of claims 36 and 48 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the code includes 
identifying, in the hypertext structure, an object representing the link and suppressing a 
display of the object. (See Ingram, Page 4, paragraph 0054). Reber and Ingram are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in 
accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
suppression of the display of an object of Ingram with the system and method of Reber. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to take full advantage of the viewable area 
on the display (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Ingram with Reber for the benefit of taking full advantage of the 
viewable area on the display to obtain the invention as specified in claims 37 and 49. 

As per dependent claim 50, Reber discloses the limitations of claim 39 as 
described above. Reber does not disclose expressly displaying simultaneously the 
annotated anchor and the target. Ingram discloses that the annotated anchor 
represents a link to at least one target, and that the code includes displaying the 
annotated anchor and the target. (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0047). Reber and 
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Ingram are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting 
a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
simultaneous display of the anchor and the target of Ingram with the system and 
method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide for the user 
an easy one click method for returning to the page of origin (See Ingram, Page 3, 
paragraph 0050). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ingram with Reber 
for the benefit of providing the user with an easy one click method for returning the page 
of origin to obtain the invention as specified in claim 50. 

23. Claims 28, 44, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) as applied to claims 5, 39, and 51 
above, and further in view of Bays (U.S. Publication 2003/0018632 A1). 

As per dependent claims 28, 44, and 55, Reber discloses the limitations of 
claims 5, 39 and 51 as described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated 
anchor represents a link to at least one target and that the code includes detecting a 
second anchor representing a link to the target. (See Reber, Column 4,lines 14-22, and 
Figure 2). Reber does not disclose expressly propagating the annotation to the second 
anchor. Bays discloses that annotations may be written to other data items. (See Bays, 
Page 6, paragraph 0081 ). Reber and Bays are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it 
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would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
propagation of annotations to other data items of Bays with the annotated anchor 
representing a second target of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
associate similar items by propagating the annotations to these related items. (See 
Bays, Page 2, paragraph 0017). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bays with Reber for the benefit of associating by annotation related items to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 28, 44 and 55. 



24. Claims 29-30, 34-35, 46-47, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (U.S. Patent 5,903,729) in view of Bays (U.S. Publication 
2003/0018632 A1) as applied to claims 28 and 46 above, and further in view of Ingram 
(U.S. Publication 2002/0052890 A1). 

As per dependent claims 29-30, Reber and Bays disclose the limitations of 
claim 28 as described above. Reber and Bays do not disclose expressly locating at 
least a second document that includes a reference to the first and second targets in the 
second document. Ingram discloses including a reference to the first and second 
targets in subsequent documents (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041). Ingram 
discloses that the hyperlink, or anchor, is within a second document (See Ingram, Page 
2, paragraph 0040). Reber, Bays, and Ingram are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing 
electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art to include the reference to the first and second targets within 
subsequent documents of Ingram with the system and method of Reber and Bays. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to enable the user to return to the page of 
origination (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Ingram with Reber and Bays for the benefit of enabling the user to 
return to the page of origination to obtain the invention as specified in claims 29-30. 

As per dependent claims 34, 46, and 56, Reber discloses the limitations of 
claims 5, 39 and 51 as described above. Reber also discloses that the annotated 
anchor represents a link to at least one target (See Reber, Column 4, lines 14-22). 
Reber does not disclose expressly propagating the annotation to the node. Ingram 
discloses that the annotated anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the 
code includes identifying, in a hypertext structure, a node representing the target. (See 
Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). Bays discloses that annotations may be written to 
other data items. (See Bays, Page 6, paragraph 0081). Reber, Ingram, and Bays are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of organizing electronic 
data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the propagation of annotations to other data items of Bays and 
the annotated anchor representing a second target of Ingram with the system and 
method of Reber. The motivation for doing so would have been to associate similar 
items by propagating the annotations to these related items. (See Bays, Page 2, 
paragraph 0017). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bays and Ingram 
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with Reber for the benefit of associating by annotation related items to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 34, 46 and 56. 

As per dependent claim 35 and 47, Reber, Ingram, and Bays disclose the 
limitations of claims 34 and 46 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the code 
includes identifying, in the hypertext structure, a connecting object representing the link, 
such as a graphic element, and altering the connecting object, such as reducing it's 
size. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039). Reber, Ingram, and Bays are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At 
the time of the invention it v^ould have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include the identification, in the hypertext structure, of a connecting object 
representing the link, and alteration of the connecting object, such as a reduction in 
size, of Ingram with the system and method of Reber. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to take full advantage of the viewable area on the display (See 
Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Ingram with Reber, Ingram and Bays for the benefit of taking full advantage of the 
viewable area on the display to obtain the invention as specified in claims 35 and 47. 
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Conclusion 



25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. 

26. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




